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BACKGROUND AND INTRODUCTION

On May 16, 2005, Governor Gregoire signed into law
ESSB 5732, which transfers all rulemaking authority
related to educator preparation from the State Board

of Education to the Professional Educator Standards
Board (PESB) effective January 1, 2006. In preparation
for assuming this new authority and responsibility, the
legislation further charged the PESB with:

..conducting a comprehensive analysis

of the strengths and weaknesses of
Washington's educator and administrator
certification and preparation systems, and
by December 1, 2005, transmit its findings
and any recommendations to the legislative
committees on education, the superintendent
of public instruction, the state board of
education, and the governor.

The PESB also heard repeatedly from state
policymakers of their desire for better understanding
of the system, and that this report should serve as a
“primer” of sorts; providing the basic information
needed to understand how Washington prepares and
certifies educators.

In the seven months following this charge, the PESB
began our analysis guided by a long list of questions,
the answers to which would yield a picture of the
current system. We held work sessions and hearings at
PESB meetings in March, May, July, September and
November and met with stakeholders to find out if we
were on the right track and our data and perspectives
accurate and shared. We also convened an advisory
group of individuals who, through their professional
roles, hold particular insights related to the strengths
and weaknesses of the current state system.

Our analysis is also based on the premise that a state’s
primary interest in policy guiding educator preparation
and licensure is to:

m ensure that entry-level educators meet the
minimum qualifications necessary to effectively
perform their role;

m support the continued professional growth and
competencies of educators throughout their career
via continued licensure requirements; and

m ensure that state-approved preparation programs
are high quality, and that they are recommending
for certification only those candidates who meet
state standards.

Although the charge in legislation was an analysis

of the state system of educator preparation and
certification, our report also includes a look at the

state role and system related to recruitment of and
ongoing support for educators as essential components
in ensuring we attract and retain an adequate supply of

highly-qualified educators.

In addition to conducting this analysis, ESSB 5732
also charged the PESB with using it to:

...develop a planning document to guide
the assumption of policy and rule-making
authority responsibilities for educator and
administrator preparation and certification,
consistent with the board’s purpose.

The PESB looks forward to building our strategic
work plan for addressing the issues contained within
this report when we assume our new role and
responsibilities in January.
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STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF WASHINGTON
STATE'S SYSTEM OF EDUCATOR
PREPARATION AND CERTIFICATION

WaHAT WE HAVE AND WHAT WE NEED

Washington has many reasons to be proud of its
current system of preparation and certification.

The foundation is a solid one upon which any
current weaknesses can be addressed and corrected.
Washington’s move toward a performance-based
system is essential to ensure that educators are
equipped with the skills they need to support students
achieving higher standards. A performance-based
system is also essential to our ability to provide
preparation options that will attract the next
generation of educators and meet their needs. The
sections of this report that follow this summary section
provide extensive detail related to the current status of
the system, and the many positive changes that have
occurred over the past decade.

To summarize the strengths of the current system,

WASHINGTON HAS:

m Performance-based standards for Washington
educator preparation programs that:

D Require demonstrated competency;

D Require evidence of positive impact on
student learning;

D Deliberately focus on how all educators
further state K-12 learning goals; and

D Strive for alignment with student standards.

m Practitioner-comprised professional education
advisory boards (PEABs) required for each
program in Washington State, a unique feature
not found in other states. They engage practicing
educators, their schools and districts, in the
planning and operations of educator preparation
programs. PEABs strive to have their members
reflect the diverse population they represent.

m State-conducted on-site program reviews that take
into account multiple and varied evidence related
to performance-based preparation standards.

m A certification division of the Office of

Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI),
together with certification offices at Educational
Service Districts (ESDs) and colleges of education,
which: handle an enormous volume of requests
for information; process tens of thousands of
certification applications and renewals annually;
and produce a variety of informational resources,
available electronically and hardcopy.

Collaboration between and among preparation
programs in making the shift to performance-
based certification standards.

A performance-based second-tier certificate that is
intended to embed attainment of high certification
standards in the context of the school and district
learning improvement goals.

An articulated continuum of educator
development that extends from preservice through
career-long professional development.

New Educational Staff Associate (ESA) standards
and benchmarks.

Subject endorsement competencies for teachers
that are based on demonstrated performance rather
than accumulated courses and credit.

Alternative Pathways that increase means by which
teachers can add subject matter endorsements.

High-quality alternative routes to teacher and
principal certification.

Uniform basic skills and subject knowledge testing
required of all teachers prior to certification.

A performance-based pedagogy assessment
administered uniformly by all colleges of
education.

An option for educators to use professional growth
plans, tied to school and district improvement
goals, to guide continuing education and certificate
renewal.
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m State-funded beginning educator induction and
mentor programs.

m A respected and efficient system for educator
disciplinary action.

m A variety of informational resources and programs
aimed at facilitating entry into education
professions.

Perhaps most importantly, what Washington has is an
educator workforce of professionals who are committed
to the improvement of learning for all students.

Although the basic foundation of Washington’s system
of educator preparation and certification is a solid one,
there are areas that need remodeling and new features
to be designed and built. Some of what is described
below are clear weaknesses / deficits in the current
system; others are next steps needed for continuous
change and improvement.

WASHINGTON NEEDS:

A state-level system for assessing educator
preparation

The PESB and OSPI need to review all current
measures of preparation program quality and complete
the development of an improved, ongoing state-level
system for assessing program quality. Currently,
meaningful indicators that highlight exemplary
practices and suggest needed improvements are not
readily available or publicly reported. Multiple sources
of data, including both quantitative and qualitative
measures, should be used to make inferences about
program quality. This assessment system should:

m Document explicit connections between
preservice preparation and knowledge and skills
required in classrooms and schools, including:

D More effective state surveying of all program
completers and their employers.

D Support for state-level evidence-based research
projects demonstrating impact of educator
preparation, along with other factors, on
student learning.

D Reexamination of current data demands on
institutions, with a focus on those data that
will yield most valued information.

m Acknowledge student diversity and the
complexities associated with educator
characteristics that influence student learning
and development, but cannot be measured via
quantitative means.

m Evaluate the usefulness of annual data
requirements required from each institution’s
Professional Education Advisory Board, and plans
for improvement.

m Incorporate content-specific expertise into
endorsement program review process.

m Provide criteria and means for public reporting
of innovative practices of approved teacher
preparation programs.

m Provide information and data included in reports
to be made public via the PESB and OSPI

websites.

Although higher education teacher
prepamtion programs are required to
produce a significant amount of data
related to various aspects of program
quality, these data are not systematically
compiled in a way that provides a
comprekensive picture, across institutions,
that can be accessed and reviewed by

policymakers or the public.
- PESB “Math Teachers Count” Report, 2004'

Strategic planning across sectors grounded in
student performance data

Student performance data must be used to drive
coordinated strategic planning between P-12 and
higher education to improve student learning and
close the achievement gap. Educator preparation,
quality of educational practice, and student learning
are shared responsibilities. Currently, student
performance data and strategies for school and student
learning improvement are not systematically shared
with educator preparation programs or used to drive
program improvements. Related to this is a current
desire, but not yet a means, to assess the relationship
between quality measures of educator preparation
programs and impact on student learning. Itisa
complicated research question. The ability to tease-
out the impact of an educator’s preparation program,
from the myriad of other factors that influence student
learning, is extremely difficult. There must be strong
and sustained collaboration between:
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There is a current desire, but not yet a
means, to assess the relationship between
quality measures of educator preparation
programs and impact on student learning
in Washington State.

m  OSPI School Improvement and educator
preparation programs — to share data and develop
collaborative statewide strategies that will inform
and impact educator preparation programs;

m Educational Service Districts (ESDs), OSPI
and educator preparation programs — to discuss
continuing education and inservice professional
development that are needed based on student
performance data; and

m P-12 schools (public and private) and educator
preparation programs, to enhance preparation
environments through more authentic grounding
in issues and challenges of real practice.

“Too many children arrive with too many

issues.”
- Gloria Mitchell, principal,

T.T. Minor Elementary and PESB member

“It’s more than a hot breakfast, uniforms,
a safe place to go after school — though
all those help. The first battle is to build
hope — something not so easy to see in a
stack of test scores”

—10/9/05 Seattle Times Article on T.T. Minor

Incentives and supports for model
partnerships

Recognizing the value of field-based experiences in the
preparation of educators, we need to increase support
available for partnerships. These formal and informal
partnerships must explore and solve specific problems
or pilot promising practices in educator preparation
and certification. These opportunities to apply research
and best practices to real-life situations also have larger
implications for system-wide changes in policy and
practice. Formal partnerships could include:

m Creating Professional Development Schools where
teacher candidates participate in performance-
based, mentored internships; university faculty are
on-site; lead teachers serve as adjunct faculty for the
college of education; and data are collected related
to impact of the program on student performance.

m Converting some Focused Assistance Schools
into Professional Development Schools where
concentrations of teacher candidates increase the
ratio of assistance to students.

Informal partnerships might focus on issues such as:

m Strengthening field experience for prospective
educators and addressing the increased difficulty in
finding high quality field placements for prospective
educators. Partnerships between higher education
preparation programs and school districts may serve
as models if districts no longer see field placements
as an “add-on” to their jobs, but as an integral part
of their school and student learning improvement
efforts. These partnerships might address other
challenges, such as:

D Incentives and compensation for teachers who
supervise student teachers; and

D District long-range forecasting of anticipated
openings.

m Dissolving institutional barriers / model strategies
for effective collaboration between deans/directors
of colleges of education and colleges of liberal arts
and science to address such issues as:

D Institutional strategies for competencies to
drive curriculum; including identification
of common learner outcomes and needed
changes in existing course requirements tied to
the learner outcomes; and

D Flexibility in faculty load and assignments
to facilitate greater direct involvement of
university faculty in schools.

An agreed-upon and widely understood
system for review and revision of high

and relevant preparation standards and
certification requirements for all educators

Standards for educator preparation and certification
need not only to align with today’s standards for
students, but they also need to be reviewed and revised
in anticipation of what our students will need to know
and be able to do in the future. The development of
these standards must be ahead of the curve, reflecting
research and rigorous dialogue regarding the essential
knowledge and skills educators will need to possess.
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Preparation programs must have the time to plan the

resources needed and design programs ready to prepare

educators for future student needs. In addition,
continuous effort must be focused on identifying and
eliminating disconnects between educator preparation
and the realities of educators’ daily jobs. In the short
term, attention needs to be given specifically to:

m Examining the depth of subject-knowledge
preparation for middle-grade teachers;

D Are K-8 endorsement competencies rigorous
enough for teaching specific content at the
middle level?

D Should Washington have a K-6 rather than
K-8 endorsement, particularly in light of
“highly-qualified” requirements under the No
Child Left Behind Act?

m Translating residency certificate knowledge and
skill standards for teachers into a common set of
performance expectations;

m Identifying the specific skills and knowledge
required for school principals to lead high-
performing schools; incorporating opportunities
to acquire those skills and knowledge into job-

embedded internships;

» Ensuring that program designs reflect the shift to
performance-based standards;

m Evaluating interstate reciprocity to ensure that
the agreements uphold high standards, without
discouraging entry to Washington; and

m Ensure that current standards support:
D Focus on diversity in cultural knowledge and
respect;
D Use of technology in a global world;
D Focus on applied learning; and
D Personalization that allows for effective,
meaningful connections with students.

State-level capacity and coordination in
collecting and analyzing critical data for
decision making

Educators and policymakers must have appropriate
access to useful and comprehensive information about
the educator workforce to inform policy development
and analysis. Too often the answer to questions

posed by the PESB regarding Washington’s system

of educator preparation and certification and the
qualifications of our educator workforce has been “We
don’t know.” For example, no data currently exist that
can tell us how many teachers providing instruction in

mathematics hold a major or minor in math, whether
they hold the appropriate certification for teaching
math, whether there is a relationship between student
demographics or geographic location and qualifications
of math teachers, and whether or not math teachers
have access to high quality professional development.
Washington lacks this and other critical data needed
to inform policy development and to evaluate the
effectiveness of implemented policies. This system
must include:

m Development and implementation of an
educator workforce data system to inform policy
development and analysis;

® Implementation of electronic/online certification
system and central repository of educator
credential data; and

m Improved tracking and accountability related to
planning and use of educator certification fees to
support educator quality.

“Washington’s existing data sources

stop short of capturing all that matters
in providing important facts about the
teacher workforce and teaching quality.”

- University of Washington Report, 2003.2

Some of what we don't know:

- Whether and where teaching

assignments match qualifications

- Teacher qualiﬁcations related to student

demographics by school

- Location, quantity, frequency, types, and
quality of professional development

Realistic strategies for ending out-of-field
assignment

Greater access, opportunity, and system options for
educators to become appropriately credentialed must
be created statewide to eliminate the necessity for
out-of-endorsement assignment. The best systems

of preparation and certification are of little impact if
educators are not assigned in the field in which they
were prepared and certified. There are widely varying
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opinions about the scope of out-of-field assignment
in Washington, but the bottom line is, we don’t really
know. Washington State does not collect teacher
assignment data related to endorsement or degree.
We do know that Washington regulations related

to out-of-endorsement assignments were created to
allow needed flexibility, particularly for rural and
remote districts having difficulty finding appropriately-
credentialed teachers. We also know resoundingly
from research that teachers possessing adequate
understanding of the subjects they teach is critical to
student learning. Yet the number of districts granting
assignment waivers has increased by over 40% since
2000 and that it is a problem nationwide. Strategies
must include:

m Data systems that track educator assignment and
credentials;

m Limitations on the renewal of conditional
certificates paired with options for conditionally-
certified educators to become fully credentialed;

A review and time limit on existing endorsement-

related assignment policy in WAC;

m More options, access and incentives for educators
to gain additional endorsements; and

® An examination of the influence of local hiring
practices / local contract agreements related to
assighment.

Recruiting large numbers of new
candidates into teaching and mandating
more rigorous training requirements

for them will not solve the problem of
underqualified teaching if large numbers
continue to be assigned to teach subjects
other than those for which they were
trained.

— Ingersoll, 2002°

New standards and state system to guide
approval and evaluation of providers

of professional development that meet
continuing education requirements

A state system of approved providers should help
ensure that teachers have adequate access to high-
quality professional development that will improve
outcomes for students. Current standards for
approving providers are minimal, and do not align
with what is supported by research or promoted by
the state. No central source of information exists on
providers or opportunities, participant ratings of their
offerings, or any other form of evaluation data.

m “Minimal standards exist”

m “Quality not evaluated”

m “Few prohibitions on courses”
m “Almost anything is eligible”

- Joint Legislative Audit and
Review Committee (1995)*

Changes in Washington’s system should include:

m Standards in WAC for all state-approved providers,
reflecting: known research-based effective practices
in professional development; the Washington
Professional Development Guidelines; and
alignment with Washington’s certification standards
for teachers, EALRs and GLEs.

m Support for the implementation of a web-based
centralized professional development registry and
evaluation system required for all state approved
providers of professional development. The
PESB examined systems in many other states and
supports a system such as this that is consumer and
market-driven and evaluated, as opposed to costly,
heavy state-regulatory models or local systems,
which require each school district to seek out,
review and approve providers, an inefficient use of
resources. The purpose of this system would be to
establish a standards-based system for professional
development offerings, assist teachers in making
informed decisions regarding professional
development offerings, and allow state oversight of
providers through teachers’ evaluations of offerings;
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m Support interested districts and educators in
effectively implementing the use of professional
growth plans for certificate renewal. Professional
Growth Plans, developed collaboratively between
the educator, a peer, and a school or district
representative allow greater flexibility in continuing
education opportunities, as they are not restricted
to only those offered by approved clock hour
providers. They require explicit ties to school and
district learning improvement goals; and

m Explore options for private school teachers and
administrators to engage in the Professional
Growth Plan process.

Enhanced access and expanded program
delivery options for preservice educator
preparation

A greater repertoire of options for educator preparation
must be added to those that currently exist. There

are still geographic regions in Washington State

where individuals who wish to become educators

lack reasonable access to a preparation program.
Additionally, some individuals need greater flexibility
in preparation program design to meet their needs.
Options must include:

® Supporting institutions in implementing greater use
of technology in preservice preparation; including
greater use of online technology and strategies for
more effective use of the K-20 network;

m Expanding alternative routes to teacher and
principal certification and exploring an alternative
route for school psychologists and speech-language
pathologists;

m Expanding cross-institutional consortia as a
delivery model for educator preparation as a means
for enhancing geographic access;

m Developing “pipeline” programs for paraeducators
with transferable associate degrees that allow
them to remain employed while completing
requirements toward teacher certification;

m Exploring an increased role for community
colleges and ESDs;

m Ensuring that criteria for approving new
preparation programs includes clear demonstration
of how the program will expand current options,
in terms of providing greater access and ability to
address state goals and candidate needs; and

» Eliminating barriers for programs to transition to
truly performance-based models, including:

D Addressing the disconnect between course and
credit requirements and performance-based
requirements.

D Transitioning from focus on course completion
to identification of desired learner outcomes
and means for assessing their attainment.

D Identifying and disseminating exemplary
practices in Washington and other states.

A systemic and strategic approach to educator
recruitment

We must focus collective resources and efforts on
targeting of state needs to address personnel shortages
and to increase diversity. Washington is experiencing
shortages, in some cases severe, in specific teaching
subject areas, educator roles, and geographic regions of
the state. Thus a targeted state systems approach to
recruitment is needed and should include:

m Greater coordination and clarity of responsibility
among all of the various entities, their programs
and funding sources (e.g. Higher Education
Coordinating Board, OSPI, State Board for
Community and Technical Colleges, Council of
Presidents, ESDs, others). OSPI’s Professional
Education and Certification Division, district/
personnel administrators and the HECB should
annually convene the leadership of higher
education educator preparation programs to
discuss trends/projections in educator supply
and demand and develop a collective strategy for
impacting future enrollment;

m Collaborative efforts to combine district long-
range forecasting of anticipated openings,
associated field-based placements and cooperating/
mentor teachers needed with higher education
strategic enrollment planning;

m Identification and elimination of unnecessary
policy and practice barriers to entry into the
professions;

m Increased and coordinated financial incentives for
entering targeted education professions;

m Identification and evaluation of existing
recruitment strategies that target different potential
educator populations and direct state investment
toward successful strategies; and

m Specific to efforts to recruit greater diversity into
education professions, the PESB should:
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D Examine the effectiveness of systems of
recruitment to determine whether they
are reaching communities of color and
encouraging students of color to pursue
a future career in teaching. PESB should
convene representatives of colleges of
education to share information and best
practices related to programs aimed at
recruiting greater diversity in educator
preparation programs.

A state-supported continuum of educator
development that extends throughout an
educator’s career

A continuum of educator support is essential to
ensuring the long-term success of our system of
educator preparation and certification. Our best
preparation and certification efforts are for naught

if educators enter our schools feeling unsupported,
experience ongoing obstacles to effective practice, and
leave the profession. Effective support strategies that
will retain high-quality educators must include:

m High-quality, sustained beginning teacher
induction and mentoring including:

» Induction support of adequate length for ALL
new educators.

D Research-based statewide standards for high-
quality induction programs.

D Exemplary models.

D Clear links between beginning induction and
professional certification and guidance for
districts in creating better linkages.

D Expectations for mentor training that add
consistency.

» Guidance for districts on designing and
implementing high quality induction.

D Support for districts to reduce beginning
educator class/case load.

m Support for the current workforce.

D Fund professional development that clearly
supports a career continuum.

D Expand professional leadership development
opportunities for principals.

D Provide financial incentives for educators
to pursue advanced certification that clearly
benefits student learning.

D Explore options for including private school
teachers and administrators in state-sponsored
professional development activities.

D Ensure equity of support for all educators
regardless of economic status of their school/
district.

m Re-align compensation with state system
expectations.

D Because Washington’s new system is
performance-based, it is no longer linked to
course and credit requirements on which the
Salary Allocation Model is based. The salary
allocation model needs to be restructured to
better reflect attainment of various levels of the
state certification requirements.

D Recognize non-school experience of ESAs and
Plan 2 Career-Technical Education Teachers
on the salary schedule. Currently professionals
in these fields with many years of non-school
experience receive no credit on the salary
schedule for this experience.

Continue improvements in implementation of the
professional certificate for teachers, including:

m Information / communication to preservice
candidates from preservice programs and from
districts to newly hired teachers raising awareness
and understanding of professional certificate
requirements;

m Consistent statewide standards for assessing
performance against pro-cert standards / agreed-
upon standards for evidence;

m Assessing impact of professional certification on
teaching practice and student learning;

m Greater clarity and consistency related to program
requirements across all programs;
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m Equitable access to, choices, and cost of programs
statewide. Appendix A contains a table displaying
program options, cost, and credits of each pro cert
program. Appendix B contains a map showing the
range of program reach. Tuition ranges from $800
to $3,950 depending on the institution and type
of program. The average cost for “certification
only” programs is $1,572;

m Out-of-state experienced teachers — what should be
required? Continued exploration of the potential
reciprocity with other states’ second tier license;

m Consistency in Professional Growth Plan format
across programs;

m Clarity regarding role of the Professional Growth
Team;

m Financial burden to teachers without subsequent
financial gain; and

m Alignment between requirements for professional
certification and district/school learning
improvement plans.

Some of the needs we have identified imply significant
course-correction; but much is also movement along
a continuum of continuous improvement. As the
Legislature charged us to do, the PESB will use

these identified system strengths and weaknesses to
formulate a strategic plan that will guide our future
study and policymaking. We will work with the
Governor, Legislature, Superintendent of Public
Instruction, and key stakeholders to uphold our
mission of ensuring a system that supports the highest
possible standards of practice for all Washington
educators.

To provide background and context for the system
strengths and weaknesses we've identified in this
section, the remaining sections of the report provide
a detailed profile of Washington’s current system of
educator preparation and certification.
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WASHINGTON'’S SYSTEM OF
PREPARING AND CERTIFYING EDUCATORS

OVERVIEW / BACKGROUND

Mirroring K-12 education reform, beginning in

1997, Washington’s system of educator preparation
and certification has undergone significant changes
and continues to transition from a system based on
course and credit requirements to a performance-based
system requiring demonstration of competency against
uniform state standards for preparation programs

and certification candidates. This transition began
with new preparation program standards and two-tier
certification requirements for teachers, as of 2000.

Table 1 depicts the shift over time of requirements for
teacher certification from course and credit-based to
performance-based.

Building on this, implementation of new requirements
for administrators began in 2004, followed by
educational staff associates in 2005. This staggered
approach has been prudent, in that as the new

system for teachers has been implemented, valuable
implementation insights have yielded changes and
improvements for other parts of the system.

TABLE 1 - Teacher Certification Requirements

Pre-1987

First-Tier

1987 — 2000 Current

Certificate

Provisional Certificate

Completion of uniform
sequence of course
requirements leading to
certificate.

No endorsements; could be
assigned to teach any subject

Initial Certificate

Completion of uniform
sequence of course
requirements leading to
certificate and subject
endorsement(s)

Residency Certificate (effective
2000)

Attained by performance-based
demonstration of state-defined
knowledge and skill standards,
including positive impact on
student learning

Second-Tier

Standard or Unendorsed

Continuing Certificate

Professional Certificate

for salary advancement

Certificate Continuing Certificate - Any master’s degree or 45 post- | (effective 2001)

45 post-baccalaureate credits baccalaureate credits Completion based on
demonstrated competency
against uniform standards.
[approx. 15 quarter credits]

Continuing No state requirements, but Any 150 clock hours or 15 150 clock hours or 15 quarter
Education continuing education required | quarter credit hours every 5 credit hours every five years that

years

are aligned with knowledge and
skill standards and/or salary-
related criteria, such as school’s
improvement plan
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Washington certifies the following categories of
education professionals:

1. Teachers

2. Administrators (principals, program
administrators, and superintendents)

3. Educational Staff Associates (including school
counselors, school psychologists, school speech
and language pathologists and audiologists, school
social workers, school nurses, school physical
therapists, and school occupational therapists)

All educator certificates require the individual to meet
an age requirement of 18, and to meet requirements
for “moral character and fitness”, which includes a
fingerprint and background check screened by the
Washington State Patrol and FBI.

Washington State actually issues a large number and
types of educator certificates, not all of which are
required by the state, but may be desired by employing
districts. For example, school district superintendents
are not required to be certified in order to serve in

that role. However, most districts seek candidates
who hold state certification. For purposes of this
report, which strives to analyze the larger system of
preparation and certification, we will focus on policy
issues related to the categories of certificates issued

by far the most frequently: teachers, principals, and
educational staff associates. Policies affecting these
certificates have implications for all types of certificates
issued.

Typically a quarter to a third of educators being issued
their first Washington certificate completed educator
preparation programs in other states. Oregon (336)
and California (208) are by far the source of the largest
numbers. For 03-04, individuals seeking teacher
certification from other countries (87) falls in third
place, well above Idaho (78), Montana (59), Arizona
(56), and all other states. See Table 2.

State Certification Requirements Versus State
Preparation Program Requirements

Whether an individual completed a preparation
program in Washington or completed a program in
another state, certification requirements apply to both
in-state and out-of-state applicants. From a policy
perspective, it is important to differentiate certification
requirements, which apply to all, from Washington
preparation program requirements, which apply only
to educators prepared in Washington State. The next
section outlines state certification requirements. The
section following this outlines Washington preparation
program requirements.

TABLE 2 - Total First Issue Certificates
Issued July 1, 2003 - June 30, 2004

Out-of-
Total In Stat -
State
Teacher 4,953 3,694 1,259
Principal 522 444 78
j]iduc;%tlonal Staff 547 396 151
ssociate
TOTAL 6,022 4,534 1,488
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EDUCATOR CERTIFICATION

INTTIAL LICENSURE

Certification Requirements for Teachers

Under the current system, candidates for the residency teacher certificate in Washington

State are required to:

m Hold a bachelor’s degree from a regionally accredited college/university.

m Complete a state-approved teacher preparation program at a regionally accredited college/
university that includes teaching methodology and internship.

m If completing a non-college-based state-approved teacher preparation program, verify at
least 3 years of K-12 teaching experience outside Washington.

m Pass a test of basic skills (WEST-B) in reading, writing, and mathematics for admission

into a teacher preparation program and a test of the subject knowledge they will teach
(WEST-E). Out-of-state applicants must pass the basic skills and subject knowledge tests

within 12 months of receiving a temporary permit.

Career and Technical Education Teachers (Agriculture, Marketing Education, Business Education,
Family and Consumer Sciences, and Technology Education) who will be employed in a classroom
with enhanced career and technical education funding have an additional requirement of 2,000
hours of paid occupational experience in the CTE subject area for which certification is sought.
Another type of Career and Technical Education Certificate allows individuals with significant

occupational experience (6,000 hours) in a specialized area to teach, provided they complete a

“business and industry route” state approved program offered through a community college or four-

year higher education institution.

By what means do current certification
requirements for teachers ensure adequate
subject knowledge?

Prospective teachers in Washington State earn subject
matter “endorsements” on their teaching certificates.
Generally, this means the baccalaureate degree(s)

held must be closely related to the subject area(s) to
be taught. Washington has 33 sets of “endorsement
competencies’; one for each endorsement as shown in
Table 3. These are essentially the standards for what
teachers should know and be able to do for various
teaching assignments. They are based on national
content standards and related to Washington’s
Essential Academic Learning Requirements for
students. Prospective teachers must demonstrate they
meet the knowledge and skill competencies for each
endorsement they earn. Both prospective teachers

in Washington preparation programs and teachers
from other states seeking certification in Washington
must also pass the state-required subject knowledge
assessment (WEST-E) for each endorsement they
earn. Veteran teachers can add subject endorsements
to their teaching certificates by passing the WEST-
E, the WEST-E plus a classroom observation, using
the performance-based pedagogy assessment that is
used by all Washington teacher preparation programs,
or by completing a higher education endorsement
program. Options are dependent on how similar
the endorsement they wish to add is to the one they
currently hold.
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TABLE 3 - Endorsements on Teaching Certificates

All Levels:

Bilingual Education

Designated arts: Dance
Designated Arts: Theatre arts
Designated Arts: Music — General
Designated Arts: Music — Choral
Designated Arts: Music — Instrumental
English as a Second Language
Health / Fitness

Library Media

Reading

Special Education

Early Childhood:
Early Childhood
Early Childhood Special Education

Elementary Education (K-8)
Middle Level:

Middle Level—Humanities
Middle Level—Math/Science

Secondary Level:
Designated Science: Biology
Designated Science: Chemistry
Designated Science: Earth Science
Designated Science: Physics
Science

English Language Arts
Mathematics

History

Social Studies

Traffic Safety

Designated Career and Technical Education
(CTE): Agriculture

Designated CTE: Business Education

Designated CTE: Family and Consumer
Sciences

Designated CTE: Marketing Education
Designated CTE: Technology Education

By what means do current certification
requirements for teachers ensure adequate
pedagogical / instructional skills?

Washington State preparation programs are required

to assess and verify that all prospective teachers have
met the required instructional skills competencies
required for certification using a variety of measures,
including a uniform performance-based pedagogy
assessment. Included in the evidence that prospective
teachers have met these standards must be documented
evidence of positive impact on student learning.
Unlike assessment of subject knowledge, however,
there is no single pedagogy assessment required

for both in-state or out-of-state teachers seeking

a Washington certificate. State WAC requires
Washington approved teacher preparation programs
to administer a uniform performance-based pedagogy
assessment to all candidates as a condition of program
completion. Teachers from out-of-state seeking
certification in Washington are presumed to possess
adequate pedagogical/instructional skills necessary
for certification if they have completed a program
approved by another state, or possess that state’s full
teaching certificate and possess at least three years of
teaching experience.
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Certification Requirements for Principals

Under the current system, candidates for residency principal certification in Washington

State must have:

m Farned a master’s degree from a regionally accredited college/university.

m Completed a state-approved college/university administrator preparation program in the
administrative role (or program administrator).

m OR (if no state-approved college/university program)
Completed three years experience in the administrative role at the K-12 level while holding

a regular certificate issued by another state.

m Hold or have held a teaching certificate or ESA certificate.

m Verification of successful school-based instructional experience in an educational setting.

By what means do current certification
requirements ensure ability to provide school
leadership / serve as an instructional leader?

The current requirement that individuals seeking
principal certification possess successful school-based
instructional experience is intended to ensure that
they have the foundation to serve as instructional
leaders. Principals completing a preparation program
in Washington State are required to complete an
assessment process that is benchmarked against

state standards for principal preparation. Principal

preparation program standards for Washington State
are aligned with national standards and emphasize
leading for student learning. The standards articulate
what administrators should know and be able to do to
improve schools and increase student learning.

Individuals from out-of-state seeking principal
certification in Washington are presumed to possess
adequate skills necessary for certification if they have
completed a program approved by another state or
possess that state’s principal certification and have
three years of experience in that role.
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Certification Requirements for ESAs

ESAs include school counselors, school psychologists, school social workers, school nurses,

school physical therapists, school occupational therapists, and school speech language

pathologists and audiologists. Under the current system, candidates for ESA residency

certification must:

1. Hold the appropriate degree.

2. Complete a state-approved program in the following roles: school counselor, school

psychologist, school social worker,

OR

Certificate from another state + three years experience in the role (applies to all roles),

OR

Completion of Initial ESA Certification Course (only for Occupational Therapist, Physical
Therapist, School Nurse, or School Speech Language Pathologist or Audiologist)

The three categories of ESAs required to complete
state-approved programs (school counselor, school
psychologist, and school social worker) are those

roles for which Washington has approved preparation
programs for school-based practice, and thus holds
similar requirements for those individuals coming from
other states. The state does not approve programs
specifically designed to prepare occupational therapists,
physical therapists, school nurses, speech-language
pathologists or audiologists for school practice.
Requirements for the five other types of ESA roles
are, for the most part, those role-specific requirements
of a national accrediting body and/or another state
licensing agency that are required for professional
practice in any setting. For school-based practice,
these ESAs are required to complete 30 clock hours
(3 quarter / 2 semester credits) of coursework that
includes human growth and development, the role of
schools in society, school law and legal responsibilities
of ESAs, and the ESA role in a school setting,
including their role with regard to state learning goals
and essential academic learning requirements.

Limited Certificates

Washington issues seven types of limited certificates
that apply to specific circumstances. In general, these
types of certificates specify requirements to serve as

a substitute, or are aimed at assisting school districts
that are having difficulty finding appropriatelycertified
individuals, or wish to employ an individual of

exceptional or unusual talent who does not possess
certification.

Washington issues a relatively small number of limited
certificates compared to other states, as indicated by
available data for teachers. Across all states, in 2003-
2004, teachers on limited certificates comprised 3.5%
of the total workforce; 5.2% in high-poverty districts.
In Washington State, teachers on limited certificates
comprise only 0.4% of the total workforce; 0.7% in
high-poverty districts.

The frequency of issuance of Emergency and
Conditional Certificates would be the most important
to monitor because they permit annual employment
contracts for individuals to serve as teacher-of-

record. The most recent data from OSPI indicates
that conditional certificates comprised only 1.2% of
the 57,000 teachers employed in Washington public
schools, and emergency certificates comprised less
than one-half of one percent. As shown in Table 4,
for the most part, numbers and increases in these
certificates reflect those teaching subject areas and
educator roles in which the state is experiencing
shortages, such as special education, math, and school
psychologists. However, there are some that are more
difficult to explain, such as the relatively high number
of elementary education teachers on conditional
certificates, given the large supply of fully-credential
elementary educators statewide. Emergency certificates
are issued to individuals who have “substantially
completed” their preparation programs and may

not be renewed after one-year. Refer to Table 5 for

1]
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continue to decline in Washington State given federal
requirements through the No Child Left Behind and
Individuals with Disabilities in Education Acts, which
do not consider educators practicing under conditional
or other types of temporary certificates as being “highly
qualified”.

information related to Emergency Certificates issued
in 2003-04. Conditional certificates, however, may be
renewed indefinitely, provided that the district verifies
their continued inability to find a fully credentialed
educator and that the individual and district provide
assurances that other requirements (such as continuing
education) will be met. It is likely that frequency of
issuance of conditional and emergency certificates will

Table 4 - Endorsements on Conditional Certificates 2002-03 and 2003-04

Endorsement ’02-03  ’03-04  +/- Endorsement ’02-03 ’03-04
Agriculture 1 1 0 Latin - 1 +1
Amer. Sign Lang. 3 2 -1 Learn. Res. 3 2 -1
Arabic - 2 +2 | Library Media - 2 +2
Art 6 5 -1 Mathematics 11 7 -4
Basketball Coach 1 1 0 Middle Level - 1 +1
Bilingual Education 10 2 -8 | Music 13 14 +1
Biology 1 2 +1 | Physical Educ. 4 3 -1
Business Ed 1 1 0 Physics 1 1 0
Chemistry - 3 +3 | Reading 3 1 -2
Chinese 1 0 ROTC Instr. 19 10 -9
Choral Music 4 1 -3 Salish - 1 +1
Comparative Relig. - 2 +2 | School Nurse 16 4 -12
Computer Science - 1 +1 | SLP/Aud. 4 17 +13
Dance 8 7 -1 Science 8 6 -2
Drama 5 - -5 Soccer Coach 2 - -2
Early Childhood Ed 3 4 +1 | Social Studies 1 3 +2
Early Child Spec Ed 2 2 0 Spanish 9 10 +1
Elementary Educ. 16 12 -4 | Special Educ. 34 28 -6
English Lang Arts 5 4 -1 Speech 1 - -1
ESL 5 6 +1 Student Advisor* 1 - -1
French 4 1 -3 Swim Coach - 1 +1
German 1 +1 Technology Ed +1
Health 1 1 0 Traffic Safety Ed 7 -1
Instructional Tech 2 1 -1 On-street Instr** 31 24 -13
Instrumental Music 3 0 Simulation*** 1 1 0
Japanese 10 9 -1 | Volleyball Coach 1 2 +1

*

*k

kokk

Student Advisor may indicate one of various roles (e.g. cheerleader advisor, etc.)

Source: OSPI 2003-2004 Certificates Issued and Personnel Placement Statistics.

Simulation Only permits individuals to instruct using a simulator, but not to teach the class.
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Table 5 - Endorsements on Emergency Certificates 2003-04

Emergency Teacher 2002-03 2003-04 Change
Certificates

Early Childhood Education 1 1 0
Early Childhood Special Ed - 3 +3
English as a 2nd Language - 1 +1
English Language Arts 2 2 0
Elementary Education 4 9 +5
German - 1 +1
Mathematics 3 7 +4
Middle Level - 1 +1
Music 1 1 0
Physical Education - 1 +1
Physics 2 +1
Science 4 5 +1
Social Studies - 1 +1
Spanish - 2 +2
Special Education 2 15 +13
Emergency ESA Certificates
School Counselor 13 7 -6
School Psychologist 25 21 -4
School Social Worker 6 1 -5
School Speech Language Pathologist/ 6 2 -4
Audiologist
Emergency Administrator Certificates
Principal 6 4 -2

Source: OSPI 2003-2004 Certificates Issued and Personnel Placement Statistics
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CONTINUED LICENSURE REQUIREMENTS

As mentioned in the introduction, the purpose of
requiring certification for educator practice is to ensure
that entry-level educators meet the qualifications
necessary to effectively perform their role. Thus, when
educators receive their first certificate, they are expected
to possess skills that are necessary, but not sufficient for
their longer-term career. Therefore, the other purpose
of certification is to support the continued professional
growth and competencies of educators throughout
their career via continued licensure requirements.

Washington State requires a second-level certificate
for teachers, principals and ESAs, as well as ongoing
continuing education requirements to maintain
certification.

Second-Tier Certification

For many years Washington has required a second
level of certification for educators with accumulated
experience as described in Table 6.

TABLE 6 - Second-Tier Certification Requirements

Teachers | Pre-1987 1987 - 2000 2001-Present
45 post-baccalaureate credits | Continuing Certificate Professional Certificate
Any master’s degree or 45 post- m Completion based
baccalaureate credits on demonstrated
competency against
uniform standards.
Principals | Pre-1998 1998 - Current Post 2006
Continuing Certificate: Continuing Certificate: Professional Certificate
m 180 days contracted ® 3 years experience (under development)
service as a principal m Issues of abuse coursework
= Issues of abuse ® Verification of 15 quarter hours
coursework (10 semester hrs) or 150 clock
hours, or equivalent, of graduate
course work (in consultation with
and approved by employer) based
on performance domains included
in WAC 180-78A-270(2)
ESAs Current Post 2006
Continuing Certificate: Professional Certificate
m 180 days experience (under development)
m (for counselors, psychologists, and social workers) a written,
comprehensive exam relevant to the field of specialization,
peer review, and master’s degree
m (for nurses, physical therapists, occupational therapists, speech
language pathologists and audiologists) differing, specified
credit hours of coursework required for each
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The professional certificate for teachers is the first
performance-based second-tier educator certificate
implemented in Washington to date. Principal
professional certification is under development, with
rule adoption consideration anticipated in 2000.
Discussion regarding ESA professional certification has
just begun, with potential rule adoption consideration
in 2006 as well. Lessons learned from implementation
of the professional certificate program for teachers

will be critical to implementation of professional
certification for principals and ESAs.

Teacher Professional Certification

As part of the change to a performance-based system of
educator preparation and certification aimed at helping
teachers implement Washington’s student learning

goals and the EALRs, the State Board of Education

established the professional certificate as the new second

tier certificate required for Washington teachers in 2000.

In general, a professional certificate program consists

of:

m Demonstrated competence in three standards
(Effective Teaching, Professional Development,
and Professional Contributions) and demonstrated
positive impact on student learning. All approved
professional certificate programs address a common
set of performance indicators and products that
candidates will present as evidence of competence.

m In general, all programs consist of 15 quarter (10
Semester) credits.

m All programs follow the same sequence: Pre-
Assessment Seminar, Core, Culminating Seminar.

m Candidates develop a Professional Growth Plan
(PGP) during the Pre-Assessment Seminar
that serves as a roadmap or blueprint for their
professional growth work during the Core.

m A Professional Growth Team, comprised of the
candidate, a colleague specified by the candidate,
a college/university advisor, and a district
representative, provides feedback and approves the

PGP.

m After the PGP has been completed, a Culminating
Seminar concludes each program, during
which the candidate presents the products that
demonstrate standards have been met and that the
candidate has had a positive impact on student
learning.

Once a teacher is fully contracted (no longer on
provisional status), she/he generally has five years

to enroll in a professional certification program.
Depending on their experience and background,
experienced teachers from out-of-state may document
meeting the professional certificate standards/criteria
during the Pre-Assessment Seminar without having
to enroll or participate in a full professional certificate
program. Teachers who possess certification through
the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
are automatically awarded the professional certificate.
Teachers who have achieved second-tier licensure in
the state of Oregon are also awarded the professional
certificate.

The professional certificate differs from the previous
second-tier certificate (the continuing certificate) in
several important ways:

m The professional certificate is student-oriented,
performance-based activities rooted in school and
district learning improvement goals as opposed to
earning 45 post-baccalaureate credits.

m The foundation for the standards and the criteria
that underlie the professional certificate are based
on professional literature from research and best
practices.

m The professional certificate standards and PGP
format are intended to be consistent across
programs.

m The PGP which defines the substance of the
teacher’s professional certificate program, is
intended to reflect the candidate’s teaching context
and requires the candidate to provide evidence
demonstrating a positive impact of his/her
teaching upon student learning.

m The professional certificate relies heavily on the
production of a school/classroom-based portfolio.

m The process requires collaboration among
members of the professional growth team to reach
consensus regarding the content — course work,
experiences, competencies, knowledge and skills of

the candidate’s PGP,

m The professional certificate is intended to be
a coordinated package that includes courses,
internships, experiences, district inservice and

projects designed to achieve the goals of the
candidate’s PGP.

m Teachers in private, as well as public, schools have
the opportunity to benefit from a coordinated
approach to second-tier certification.

¥
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One of the aspects of the professional certificate that is
both touted and criticized is that all teachers under the
new certification system, (those that hold a residency
certificate) whether they completed their teacher
preparation and became certified here in Washington,
or were prepared and have many years of experience

in another state, must meet the requirements of the
professional certificate. The clear benefit of this

is that meeting the standards for the professional
certificate requires teachers prepared in other states

to acquire and demonstrate the ability to positively
impact student learning by Washington’s standards.
This mediates some of the concerns about interstate
reciprocity presuming equivalent quality of preparation
and certification in other states. The criticism is
twofold: 1) It may be an unreasonable or unnecessary
expectation and process for experienced out-of-state
teachers, especially those who have achieved second-tier
certification in their state, and serve as a disincentive
for practice in Washington; and 2) Although the
professional certificate criteria and standards are based
on research and best-practices, no clear data yet exist
to link attainment of the professional certificate with
benefit to the experienced teachers” practice or their
students’ learning.

Status of Implementation

Currently, 18 higher education institutions offer the
professional certificate. Appendix B shows the location
and reach of these programs. Per legislation passed
during the 2005 session, the PESB will be required to
provide criteria for the approval of educational service
districts, beginning no later than August 31, 2007, to
offer programs leading to professional certification.

Over the past year, activities to improve
implementation included:

» Additional time for candidates to complete
professional certification requirements;

m Full-time professional certification coordinator

hired at OSPI;

m Increased communication, including a newsletter
and regional informational meetings; and

m Review and revision of standards and criteria.

Voluntary National Certification

Teachers

National Board Certification for teachers through The
National Board for Professional Teaching Standards,
while not a required component of Washington’s
system of educator certification, has been the

focus of some investment of state resources and is
acknowledged in state policy. Teachers who achieve
National Board Certification are automatically granted
Washington’s Professional Teaching Certificate. This
is primarily applicable to out-of-state national-board
certified teachers who move to Washington State.
National Board Certification is voluntary certification
defined by high and rigorous standards of what highly
accomplished teachers should know and be able to

do, and thus is deliberately designed to apply to only
the most accomplished professionals. National Board
Certification is available in 27 different subject areas or
specialties spanning grades K through 12 and includes
an Exceptional Needs certification that spans birth
through age 21.

The certification process is performance-based and
consists of two phases:

m a portfolio of videotaped classroom teaching,
lesson plans and student work samples to show the
teacher’s impact on student learning; and

m demonstration of subject-area knowledge,
classroom practices, curriculum design and student
learning in a written assessment.

The process is rigorous and takes approximately one
year to complete. Approximately half of the teachers
pass all the standards on the first try. Washington has a
higher than average pass rate compared to other states.
If a teacher fails on the first try, successful assessment
entries can be “banked” and resubmitted during the
following two years. Eighty-five percent pass within
three years. As of Fall 2005, 585 Washington teachers
have achieved National Board Certification. NBPTS
has accumulated a research base of studies indicating
a positive impact of National Board Certification on
student achievement.

The fee to the candidate for this process is $2,300.
Private foundation funding has been available in
Washington State to defray this cost, but the future
of this funding is uncertain. The Legislature began
funding pay bonuses for National Board Certified
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teachers in the 1999-2000 school year at 15 percent
of pay. Starting in the 2000-01 school year, the bonus
was changed to a flat amount of $3,500 per year and it
has remained at that level. More than 25% of districts
also invest local funds in supporting National Board
candidates.

Educational Staff Associates

All seven categories of educational staff associates

also have national certification programs, but they
vary considerably in terms of rigor, ranging from one
requiring a multiple choice test to others that require
extensive clinical fellowship and rigorous assessment.
Another key difference of national certification for
ESAs is that while national board certification for
teachers is entirely voluntary, there is significant
overlap in the requirements for ESA state and national
certification. Each ESA group has requested the state
to use national certification requirements to ensure
highest quality and to ensure no differentiation in
standards for school-based practice versus practice in
other work settings. Washington State provides no fee
support or pay bonus related to ESAs in public school
service who achieve national certification.

Certificate Renewal: Continuing
Education Requirements

For the most part, in order to maintain their
certification, educators participate in professional
development that yields continuing education credit
hours (clock hours) or higher education credits.
Accumulation of clock hours or credits also advances
educators on the salary schedule. While about 17% of
teachers in Washington still hold an earlier, standard,
certificate that does not require continuing education
for maintenance of their certificate, most educators
are required to maintain their certificate with 150
continuing education credit hours every 5 years.

In order to count for purposes of meeting continuing
education requirements and to advance on the salary
schedule, continuing education clock hours or credits
must be obtained from a state-approved provider.

Who can award continuing education clock
hours / credits?

m School Districts
m Educational Service Districts (ESDs)

m Approved Private Schools

m State Agencies
m Colleges/Universities

m Professional Organizations (nonprofit with board
of directors)

How do these entities become state-approved
providers?

® Submit an annual “assurance of compliance” form
to OSPI declaring that they are in compliance with
standards for inservice providers (see Appendix C);

® Maintain required records for 7 years related to
each inservice program offering, for inspection by
OSPI should complaints warrant; and

m Prior approval of the board, commission, or
committee governing the inservice provider,
based on whether they’ve met inservice provider
standards.

What are state standards for continuing
education providers?

Current WAC 180-85-200 specifies the following as

standards for providers of continuing education credits:
m  Written objectives for each program offered;

m Agenda that clearly delineates topics, date, time,
and names and qualifications of instructors;

m Instructors with appropriate expertise;
m Program materials available to all participants;
m Evaluations compiled and kept for 7 years;

m Regular analysis and report of success of programs
offered to the governing body of the provider;

m OSPI staff must be permitted to attend any
inservice; and

m Forms for claiming clock hours must be provided.

How are continuing education providers
evaluated?

WAC also specifies that approved inservice providers
are required to solicit participant evaluation of each
program, including their evaluation of:

m Extent to which program matched written
objectives;

®  Quality of physical facilities;
®  Quality of oral presentation;
® Quality of materials provided; and

m Suggestions for improvement, if it will be repeated.

L 2|
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A 1995 report by the Joint Legislative Audit

and Review Committee (JLARC) that evaluated
Washington’s system of approving inservice providers
concluded that:

m “Minimal standards exist™;

m “Washington [OSPI] screens the inservice
provider, and once approved, all of their courses
count as inservice credits. Other states appear
to approve individual courses for approval or by
the individual teachers submitting courses for

approval”;

m OSPI charged with investigating complaints. One
complaint between 1987 and the 1995 JLARC

report;

m OSPI audits providers “on a selective basis”. In
1992 a statewide audit was conducted and “some
providers had approval status revoked due to the
fact that they either did not keep the necessary
records or they simply did not respond to the
request for audit information”; and

® “Quality not evaluated” “few prohibitions on
courses” “almost any course eligible”.”

A 2003 University of Washington report commissioned
by the Center for Strengthening the Teaching
Profession (CSTD) found:

“Put simply, the continuing education system
treats virtually anything as suitable ‘continuing
education’ for teachers, as the number of
approved providers is vast and highly varied.
Continuing graduate education, as well, can
cover a multitude of educational experiences,
some related directly to teaching but many
not. In short, these investments in professional
learning often have little to do with the purposes
of the state’s educational reform or specific
learning needs of teachers.”®

Educational Service Districts, one of the larger
providers of continuing education clock hours,

have additional approval criteria and quality control
standards for those clock hour offerings that operate
under their approved provider status. In many cases,
these include criteria related to how the inservice will
relate to EALRs and how it will positively impact
student learning. This practice by ESDs is voluntary,
however, as there are no state requirements related to
these additional criteria and quality control. This also
varies across ESDs, as there are also no guidelines or
criteria common to all ESDs. Appendix D contains
a sample clock hour provider approval form and
approval criteria from one ESD.

As the first group of teachers seeks renewal of their
professional certificate in 2005, they will have the
added requirement of selecting clock hours that

align with professional certificate knowledge and
skill standards or with salary-related criteria, such as
their school’s improvement plan, or their current or
anticipated assignment. Similarly, newer certificate
renewal requirements for principals and ESAs require
alignment with standards and practice.

This is an important shift. Education reform demands
a radically different conceptualization of professional
development for teachers. Professional development

is most successful when it is results-driven and job-
embedded, focused on goals for student learning that
are based on assessment of the unique strengths and
challenges of a particular school and its community. At
its most useful level, professional development is no
longer an event — a workshop or one-day training — but
an ongoing process with a wide variety of activities, such
as study groups, coaching, mentoring, action research,
curriculum development and joint lesson planning. Its
ability to have a lasting effect depends on the continuity
between what is learned and what happens in the
classroom. It is also far less focused on individual
teacher interests and activities, and more on needs of
entire staff and collaborative change and improvement’
As Washington School Research Center Director

Dr. Jeffrey Fouts observes, this creates a significant
challenge for education reform in that it requires
teachers to make a significant shift from a culture of
individualism to a collaborative focus on school-wide
improvement.® This is particularly significant in the
context of an individual maintaining their certificate,
which is viewed as a property right, through their choice
of continuing education. Another significant shift
across the country is that state policies and investments
in professional development reflect the expectation that
there be a demonstrated, direct link to improved student
learning.

Education reform demands a radically
different conceptualization of professional
development. This is particularly
significant in the context of an individual’s
continuing education for maintaining their
certificate, which has long been viewed as
an individual property right, through their

choice ofcontinuing education.
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Table 7 depicts the lack of relationship that clearly
exists between what we know about qualities of high
quality professional development and the current
standards by which the state approves and evaluates
providers of professional development that meets
continuing education requirements for certificate
renewal. For example, the current evaluation criteria of
“extent to which program matched written objectives”,

“quality of physical facilities, oral presentation and
materials provided” not only imply an outdated
“events model” of professional development, they are
not useful in evaluating the most important aspects of
professional development, such as degree to which it
focuses on improving student learning goals and school
and district improvement efforts.

TABLE 7 - Inservice/Professional Development Standards and Evaluation Criteria

Inservice Education Approval Standards
(WAC 180-85-200)

m  Written objectives for each program

m Provide forms for claiming clock hours

Inservice Education Program
Evaluation Criteria (WAC 180-85-200)

Quality of physical facilities

Quality of oral presentation

Quality of materials provided

Suggestions for improvement, if it will be repeated

m Agenda with topics, date, time, names and qualifications
g p q

"
of instructors m Supports Teacher Certification

m Instructors have appropriate expertise ® Supports School and District

m Program materials available to all participants Improvement Efforts

m Compile evaluations; keep for 7 years » Aligned with WA EALRS

® Administrator of program analyze its success; reporting » Aligned with federal requirements
findings to governing body that oversees provider

m OSPI staff must be permitted to attend any inservice

m Extent to which program matched written objectives

Professional Development Standards
(design)’
m Focused on Students

Tailored to the Needs of Each Educator

Research Based Effective Practices in

Professional Development (content)
m Uses Multiple Sources of Data
Deepens Content Knowledge or Pedagogy
Promotes equity for all Students
Is Long-term and Adequately Resourced
Develops Leadership Capacity
Builds Broad-Based Support
Includes Program Evaluation

Does current policy adequately guide
educator choices related to continuing
education?

Contrary to ill-informed anecdotes about questionable
continuing education choices made by teachers, there
is every indication that given the choice between high
quality professional development and lesser quality,
teachers want high-quality, relevant professional
development. The challenge is adequate information
about, access to, and time to participate in high quality
continuing education.

PESB members agree that “word gets around” related
to professional development opportunities that are
good and those that are bad, and that what their
districts or ESDs are providing is generally valuable
and high-quality. However, from a state systems
perspective, it is difficult to assess statewide need

as to whether and where educators have access to
appropriate and relevant continuing education; and
thus it is difficult to target incentives to participate

in an unknown market. Washington State does not
systematically collect and report statewide data related
to the quality, quantity, access to or satisfaction with
state-approved inservice professional development.

Washington State has no system for
tracking the quality, quantity, access to or
satisfaction with state-approved inservice
professional development. No central
source of information on providers, ratings,
or recommendations by consumers exists.

- PESB “Math Teachers Count” Report, 2004"
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No central source of information on providers, ratings,
or recommendations by consumers exists. Related

to any particular subject area or focus, there are no
statewide data related to how much professional
development in that area is available, where it is
available, or any indicators related to quality.

What are the implications for changes in the
state role/system of approving providers

of inservice professional development for
certificate renewal?

The most important characteristic of a state system
for approving providers is that it helps ensure teachers
have access to high-quality professional development
opportunities that will improve learning outcomes
for students. Guidance to districts in designing and
implementing local professional development, like
that provided in the Washington State Professional
Development Guide, is an important part. In terms
of approval of inservice professional development
providers, states vary considerably in their approach,
with differing implications for required state capacity
and degree of quality control. Some rely heavily on
state-controlled compliance and regulation, while
others delegate all decisions related to professional
development to local school districts.

The most important characteristic of a state
system for approving providers is that it
helps ensure teachers have adequate access
to high-quality professional development
opportunities that will improve outcomes
for students.

OSPT has developed a proposal for a market-based
approach to state management and communication
about professional development opportunities that
meets the standards put forth in the Washington State
Professional Development Guide. This system would
include a centralized web-based format through which
potential providers seeking state approval to award

clock hours needed for continuing teacher certification
register their offerings, specifying how each offering
meets state standards. The aspect of OSPT’s proposed
system that differs from those of other states studied
by the PESB is that it is a system that proposes to rely
on teacher “consumer” ratings to determine evaluation
and continued approval of providers, rather than state
agency evaluation and audits.

Use of Professional Growth Plans for
Certificate Renewal

Overall, Washington needs to move away from a
model of continuing education which restricts the
professional development educators can apply to their
continuing certification requirements to only those
that yield clock hours / are provided by an approved
clock hour provider. This perpetuates an event model
of professional development and excludes many

rich professional development activities that do not
yield clock hours. Washington WAC now allows
interested teachers, ESAs and principals, with the
support of their district, to use professional growth
plans for certificate renewal. Many confuse the term
“professional growth plans” with the “professional
growth option” that districts may use to evaluate
educators per RCW 28A.405.100. Professional
Growth Plans, like those now familiar to candidates
in residency and professional certification programs,
are developed through a process by which an educator,
with consultation from a peer and school/district
representative, assesses her/his own professional
development needs; identifies/defines the activities

to meet them; and documents successful completion
in order to renew her/his certificate. This allows

for far greater flexibility in continuing education
opportunities, and, most importantly, requires explicit
ties to school and district learning improvement goals.
The Professional Growth Plan process can strike a
balance among an individual’s desired professional
growth, goals of their school and district, and
professional growth that aligns with state certification
standards. Appendix E contains the professional
growth plan template that is required for educators
pursuing this option of certificate renewal.
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CERTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS
VERSUS
ASSIGNMENT PoLicy

How often and where are teachers practicing the state, districts and schools, through processing of
out-of-field / without the appropriate certification, hiring and placement, play a large role in
credential? Does current policy appropriately determining whether an educator can be successful in
restrict / assist districts with out-of- their job.

endorsement assignments? Under the current requirements for certification, WAC

State policy related to educator policy tends to take a
“deficit” perspective. That is, it tends to assume that
the occurrence of under-qualified educators is entirely
due to the qualifications of the educators themselves.

provides districts a fair degree of latitude in assignment
of teachers. Table 8 lists conditions under which
districts may assign teachers to teach out of the field for
which they hold an endorsement.

Policy-makers often fail to consider the ways that

TABLE 8 - Out-of-Endorsement Assignment Criteria

Teachers with standard or unendorsed certificates may teach any subject or grade (pre-1987
certificates held by 17% of practicing teachers)

Teachers with a K-8 endorsement may be assigned to teach any subject K-8 [regardless of content
preparation in that/those subject(s)]

Any teacher who has completed 24 quarter hours of study in a content area grades 4-9 may be
“assigned to teach that course even if the teacher does not hold an endorsement in that area”

Any teacher may be assigned to a middle school/junior high block if endorsed in one of the subject
areas in the block and has/will complete nine quarter hours in each of the subjects.

Teachers may be assigned in accordance with the “endorsement-related assignments” established by
the State Board of Education. (e.g. science may teach algebra or calculus)

Local districts may assign any teacher out-of-endorsement for up to two-periods / day, provided that
the district
D Provides assistance, “planning and study time” associated with the out-of-endorsement
assignment
» Does not count evaluation in out-of-endorsement assignment for purposes of denying contract
renewal
D Receives approval from the local school board for the out-of-endorsement assignment
D Reports the out-of-endorsement assignment to the State Board of Education

Beyond the above provisions, districts may seek case-specific waivers from the State Board of
Education for out-of-endorsement assignment.
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“Currently there are conflicting data
regarding out-of-field assignments in the state.
Data gathered through teacher surveys reflect
a higher incidence of out-of-field assignments
than does data reported to the State Board.

It is difficult to know the full nature of the
problem of out-of-field assignments, including
what subjects are most impacted and

which students experience under-qualified
teachers.”!

This flexibility has been viewed as essential in a state
with large numbers of rural and remote communities
with significant difficulty recruiting and retaining
teachers for certain subjects, such as math and special
education. There are widely varying opinions about
the scope of out-of-field assignment in Washington,
but the bottom line is, we don't really know.
Washington does not collect teacher assignment data
related to endorsement or degree. Districts can grant
waivers themselves, and are only required to request
waivers of the State Board of Education for the most
unrelated and longer-term out-of-endorsement
assignments. Concerns about district under-reporting
exist. For the 02-03 school year, 116 out of 296 school
districts reported granting assignment waivers; 115 for
03-04. For those districts reporting waivers, numbers
have increased from 194 in the 00-01 school year to
341 in the 03-04 school year."” Nationally, about

one in three high school math students is taught by

a teacher who lacks a major in either mathematics,
math education 